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REMARKS AND ARGUMENTS 



Claims 1-25 remain in the case. 
Claims 1,8, 14-17, and 21 have been amended. 
Figures 2 and 6 of the drawing have been amended. 
The Abstract has been amended. 

Except as expressly discussed below, any changes made to the Application, including 
the claims, are not made in Reply to any rejection or other communication from the 
Examiner, but are made to improve the clarity, readability, or understanding of the 
application or a portion of the application that was changed. As is evident, none of the 
foregoing amendments was made to add new matter, and, except as evident from any 
particular amendment, none was made to narrow the scope of the claims. Indeed, except as 
evident from any particular amendment, all amendments were made merely as cosmetic 
amendments to improve the readability and coherence of any resulting patent. 

Reexamination and reconsideration are respectfully requested for the application and 
for claims 1-25, which have been rejected or objected to in their originally presented form as 
follows. 

THE SPECIFICATION (ABSTRACT) OBJECTIONS 

The examiner has objected to the specification, noting that in the abstract, line 9 
recites "the selected". The examiner has suggested that this language be changed to "selected 



The abstract has been amended, as set forth in the pages attached hereto as an 
appendix, to adopt the examiner's suggestion. The attached pages include a marked up copy 
showing the changes and a replacement abstract. This objection should, therefore, be 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWING 

The examiner objected to the drawing, noting that in Fig. 2, element 108 (MRU) is 
referred to as "most recently use (MRU) element [sic - most recently used systems] 106" on 
page 7 lines 25-26, and in Fig. 6 the "Yes" line for block 128 overlaps the "No" line of block 
128. 

Submitted herewith as additional appendix pages are marked-up drawing pages 
showing the proposed changes and clean page copies thereof. It is believed that these 
corrections overcome the examiner's objection, which now should be withdrawn. 



the". 
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THE REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1-2, 7-18. and 21-22 UNDER §102 ON RAFFEL 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-2, 7-18, and 21-22 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b), 
alleging that they are fully met by Raffel (WO 99/01001). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

It is noted that Raffel was originally cited by applicant in an IDS filed before the 
issuance of the present office action. It was, and is, believed that all of the claims, including 
the rejected claims as originally presented, are patentably distinguishable over Raffel. Raffel 
does not show or suggest reprioritizing the group of wireless communications systems after 
they are initially established in a first system acquisition order in order to form a second 
system acquisition order. 

However, in order to clarify the reprioritizing function, independent claims 1,15, and 
21 have been amended to specify that the second acquisition order of the group of wireless 
communications systems is based upon statistical information. In amended claim 1, this 
statistical information pertains to the acquisition/registration attempts by the mobile station 
with respect to the stations in the list. In amended claim 15, the statistical information is 
described as part of the system priority data pertaining to acquisition/registration attempts 
regarding the detected communications event. In amended claim 21, the statistical 
information is described as part of the data stored in the memory along with system 
identifiers. 

Raffel does not show or suggest a reprioritizing function after the system list has once 
been established based on various criteria. More particularly, there is no hint or suggestion in 
Raffel to reprioritize the list having a first system acquisition order to a list having a second 
system acquisition order based upon statistical information generated from 
acquisition/registration attempts by the mobile station. 

In his "Intelligent Roaming Using Network Gathered Information" section on page 
25, lines 23 et seq., Raffel appears to use two classes of information: "subscriber location as 
well as information related to the provider used during the last registration and the services 
sought." This is apparently used for the purpose of trying to predict where the user will be the 
next time service is requested. This however is not statistical information, as described and 
claimed by applicant. It is merely location information or information related to base station 
identities. 

Thus, even if it is argued that Raffel shows prioritizing or reprioritizing the 
information, which does not seem to be the case, it is not shown or suggested that such 
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reprioririzing be done on the basis of statistical information related to the 
acquisition/registration attempts by the mobile station, as claimed by applicant in amended 
independent claims 1, 15 t and 21. For at least these reasons, the rejection should be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 2, and 7-14, claims 16-18, and claim 22 depend respectively from amended 
claims 1, 15, and 21, and therefore incorporate thereinto all of the respective limitations 
thereof. Since the independent claims from which the dependent claims depend are not fully 
met by Raffel, the dependent claims are likewise not fully met thereby. The rejection also 
should therefore be withdrawn. 

THE REJECTION OF CLAIMS 3 AND 4 UNDER §103 ON RAFFEL IN VIEW OF 
ENGLISH 

Claims 3 and 4 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), the examiner alleging 
that they are obvious from Raffel in view of English (USP 5,870,674). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claims 3 and 4 depend from amended independent claim 1, which was shown above 
to be patentable over Raffel alone. English, like Raffel, does not show or suggest 
reprioritizing the systems list based upon statistical information from the 
acquisition/registration attempts of the mobile station. Consequently, since neither reference, 
singly or in combination, shows this claimed feature, the claims cannot be obvious from the 
combination of references. For at least this reason, this rejection should be withdrawn. 

THE REJECTION OF CLAIMS 5 AND 23-24 UNDER §103 ON RAFFEL IN VIEW OF 
ENGLISH AND HABERMAN ET AL. 

Claims 5 and 23-24 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), the examiner 
alleging that they are obvious from Raffel in view of English, further in view of Haberman et 
al. (USP 5,613,204). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 5 depends from amended independent claim 1, which was shown above to be 
patentable over Raffel alone. English, like Raffel, does not show or suggest reprioritizing the 
systems list based upon statistical information from the acquisition/registration attempts of 
the mobile station. Likewise, Habberman et al does not show this claimed feature. 
Consequently, since none of the references, singly or in combination, shows this claimed 
feature, claim 5 cannot be obvious from the combination of references. For at least this 
reason, this rejection should be withdrawn. 
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Similarly, claims 23-24 depend from amended independent claim 21, which was 
shown above to be patentable over Raffel alone. English, like Raffel, does not show or 
suggest reprioritizing the systems list based upon statistical information from the 
acquisition/registration attempts of the mobile station. Likewise, Habberman et al does not 
show this claimed feature. Consequently, since none of the references, singly or in 
combination, shows this claimed feature, claims 23-24 cannot be obvious from the 
combination of references. For at least this reason, their rejection should be withdrawn. 

THE CLAIM 25 REJECTION UNDER §103 ON RAFFEL IN VIEW OF ENGLISH. 
HABERMAN, ET AL.. AND SCHORMAN, ET AL. 

Claim 25 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), the examiner alleging that it is 
obvious from Raffel in view of English and Haberman, et al., further in view of Schorman, et 
al. (USP 5,960,350). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 25 depends from amended independent claim 21, which was shown above to be 
patentable over Raffel alone. English, like Raffel, does not show or suggest reprioritizing the 
systems list based upon statistical information from the acquisition/registration attempts of 
the mobile station. Likewise, Habberman, et al does not show this claimed feature. 
Furthermore, Schorman, et al. do not show this feature. Consequently, since none of the 
references, singly or in combination, shows this claimed feature, claim 25 cannot be obvious 
from the combination of references. For at least this reason, this rejection should be 
withdrawn. 

THE CLAIM 6 REJECTION UNDER §103 ON RAFFEL IN VIEW OF ENGLISH, AND 
LYNCH, ETAL. 

Claims 6 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), the examiner alleging that it is 
obvious from Raffel in view of English, further in view of Lynch, et al. (USP 5,586,338). 
This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 6 depends from amended independent claim 1, which was shown above to be 
patentable over Raffel alone. English, like Raffel, does not show or suggest reprioritizing the 
systems list based upon statistical information from the acquisition/registration attempts of 
the mobile station. Likewise, Lynch, et al. does not show this claimed feature. Consequently, 
since none of the references, singly or in combination, shows this claimed feature, claim 6 
cannot be obvious from the combination of references. For at least this reason, this rejection 
should be withdrawn. 
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THE CLAIM 19 REJECTION UNDER §103 ON RAFFEL IN VIEW OF HABERMAN, ET 
AL. 

Claim 19 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), the examiner alleging that it is 
obvious from Raffel in view of Haberman, et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 19 depends from amended independent claim 15, which was shown above to be 
patentable over Raffel alone. Haberman, et al. does not show or suggest reprioritizing the 
systems list based upon statistical information from the acquisition/registration attempts of 
the mobile station. Consequently, since none of the references, singly or in combination, 
shows this claimed feature, claim 19 cannot be obvious from the combination of references. 
For at least this reason, this rejection should be withdrawn. 

THE CLAIM 20 REJECTION UNDER § 103 ON RAFFEL IN VIEW OF LYNCH, ET AL. 

Claim 20 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), the examiner alleging that it is 
obvious from Raffel in view of Lynch, et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 20 depends from amended independent claim 21, which was shown above to be 
patentable over Raffel alone. Lynch, et al. does not show or suggest reprioritizing the systems 
list based upon statistical information from the acquisition/registration attempts of the mobile 
station. Consequently, since none of the references, singly or in combination, shows this 
claimed feature, claim 20 cannot be obvious from the combination of references. For at least 
this reason, this rejection should be withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of 
claims 1-25 be withdrawn, and the case be advanced to issue. 
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REPLACEMENT ABSTRACT 




ABSTRACT 



A mobile station includes processing circuitry and a memory storing a preferred 
roaming list and system priority data. The processing circuitry is adapted to detect a 
communications event for a currently selected wireless communications system and 
update an entry in the system priority data to reflect the occurrence of the detected 
communications event. The use of stored statistical information improves the efficiency 
of the system selection and acquisition process. In operation, a group of wireless 
communications systems is selected from the preferred roaming list in accordance with a 
predetermined system acquisition procedure. The group is reprioritized using the priority 
data and the mobile station attempts to select the wireless communications system having 
the highest priority in the reprioritized group. The reprioritization may include sorting 
the group using the priority data and removing systems from the group that do not meet 
certain priority criteria. 
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ABSTRACT SHOWING CHANGES 



ABSTRACT 



A mobile station includes processing circuitry and a memory storing a preferred 
roaming list and system priority data. The processing circuitry is adapted to detect a 
communications event for a currently selected wireless communications system and 
update an entry in the system priority data to reflect the occurrence of the detected 
communications event. The use of stored statistical information improves the efficiency 
of the system selection and acquisition process. In operation, a group of wireless 
communications systems is selected from the preferred roaming list in accordance with a 
predetermined system acquisition procedure. The group is reprioritized using the priority 
data and the mobile station attempts to select the s e l e ct e d wireless communications 
system having the highest priority in the reprioritized group. The reprioritization may 
include sorting the group using the priority data and removing systems from the group 
that do not meet certain priority criteria. 
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